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GAU 2616, Examiner, B. PHAM 
REPLY TO OFFICE ACTION 

REMARKS 

Claims 1, 5, and 15 are amended. Claims 8 and 16 are cancelled. New claims 17-30 are 
added. Claims 1-7, 9-15, and 17-30 are now pending in the application. The amendments to the 
claims as indicated herein do not add any new matter to this application. Furthermore, 
amendments made to the claims as indicated herein have been made to exclusively improve 
readability and clarity of the claims and not for the purpose of overcoming alleged prior art. 
Each issue raised in the Office Action mailed September 11, 2007 is addressed hereinafter. 

I. ISSUES NOT RELATING TO PRIOR ART— CLAIMS 1 AND 15 ARE FREE OF 
INFORMALITIES 

Claims 1, 8, and 16 were objected to as allegedly requiring that "having as elements 
nodes" should be changed to "having element nodes" on line 2 of each of the claims. Present 
Claim 1 recites "having, as elements, nodes" and is free of informalities. Claims 8 and 16 have 
been cancelled. 

Claim 15 was objected to as containing informalities. The office action states that '"the 
method comprising" should be corrected to "the apparatus comprising'" on line 2 of claim 15. 
Present claim 15 recites in part "An apparatus for generating routing information in a data 
communications network, the apparatus comprising", and is free of informalities. 
Reconsideration is respectfully requested. 

II. ISSUES RELATING TO PRIOR ART 

Claims 1-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as allegedly unpatentable over Harper 
(U.S. Patent No. 7,058,016). The rejections are respectfully traversed. 
CLAIMS 1,9, 17, and 24 

Claim 1 recites, in part, "identifying a sequence in which updating of routing information 
at each network element should occur and updating the routing information at the first element in 
Docket No.: 50325-0822 (CPOL 278707) 8 



PREVIDI, Ser. No. 10/665,622 filed 10/14/03 
GAU 2616, Examiner, B. PHAM 
REPLY TO OFFICE ACTION 

sequence." Claims 9, 17, and 24 correspond to claim in apparatus and computer-readable 
medium format. The Office Action asserts that "regarding claims 1, 9, 15, Harper discloses. . . 
identifying a sequence for updating of routing information at each element in the network, and 
updating the routing information at the first element in sequence." This is incorrect. 

Harper identifies a sequence number of a link state packet (Harper, Col. 4, Lines 53-67) 
that is part of the Link State Acknowledgement Packet header. (There are three types of link 
state packets, and the Link State Acknowledgement Packet is the only one with a sequence 
number. CCIE Professional Development: Routing TCP/IP Volume I, pg. 501-507, Jeff Doyle, 
Cisco Press 1998.) 

"Link State Acknowledgement Packets are used to make the flooding of LSAs reliable. 
Each LSA received by a router from a neighbor must be explicitly acknowledged in a Link State 
Acknowledgement Packet." (CCIE Professional Development: Routing TCP/IP Volume I, pg. 
503.) "Sequence Number is incremented each time a new instance of the LSA is originated. 
This helps other routers identify the most recent instance of the LSA." (CCIE Professional 
Development: Routing TCP/IP Volume I, pg. 505.) 

Since the "sequence number" referred to in Harper is the sequence number in the header 
of a Link State Acknowledgement packet, it is automatically incremented. Such an 
automatically incremented "sequence number" is not a sequence that is identified, as claimed. 

Furthermore, the sequence number in the header of a Link State Acknowledgement 
Packet is unable to direct (or serve as the basis of) an order of updating routing information, 
which is achieved in the claimed combination. The purpose of the sequence number in the 
header of a Link State Acknowledgement Packet is to help other routers identify the most recent 
instance of the LSA (CCIE Professional Development: Routing TCP/IP Volume I, pg. 505), not 
to identify "a sequence in which updating should occur of routing information at each element," 
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as claimed. The sequence number refers to an instance of an LSA, and does not refer to a link or 
node of a network. Therefore, Harper does not disclose "updating the routing information at the 
first element in sequence." 

For at least the foregoing reasons, Claim 1 is not disclosed by Harper. Claims 9, 17, and 
24 correspond in scope to claim 1 and also are not disclosed by Harper for at least the foregoing 
reasons. Therefore, removal of the rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) is respectfully requested. 

CLAIMS 7, 15, 23, AND 30 

Claim 7 recites, in part, "after a delay, updating routing information for the first network 
element based on the new shortest path for the first network element." Claims 15, 23, and 30 
correspond in scope to claim 7 but are expressed in apparatus and computer-readable medium 
format. The Office action asserts that "regarding claims 7, 10, Harper discloses... after a delay 
(a delay is inherently added to the processing time for re-evaluated [sic] the SPT and 
running the full Dijkstra's algorithm), updating routing information for the first network 
element based on the new shortest path for the first network element." This is incorrect. 

The Office Action asserts, but provides no support for the disclosure of a delay in Harper. 
Furthermore, it is unclear whether the Office Action means to suggest that a delay is inherently 
part of the Dijkstra algorithm, or whether the Office Action is asserting that processing time 
constitutes the delay recited in Claim 1. Either way, the assertion is incorrect. 

The Dijkstra algorithm contains no requirement for a delay before running the algorithm. 
The Dijkstra algorithm is definitively described in E.W. Dijkstra: A note on two problems in 
connexion with graphs. In Numerische Mathematik, 1 (1959), S. 269-271. A delay is not an 
inherent part of the Dijkstra algorithm as explained in that article. 

Claim 1 explicitly states "after a delay, updating routing information." Therefore, a delay 
incurred during the update process, such as the non-deliberate delay from processing does not 
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correspond to the delay recited in Claim 1 . Since the delay recited in Claim 1 is not an incidental 
delay due to processing the update, but rather, occurs before processing the update, Harper 
cannot disclose or even suggest "after a delay, updating routing information for the first network 
element based on the new shortest path for the first network element." 

For at least the foregoing reasons, Claim 7 is not disclosed by Harper. Claims 15, 23, and 
30 correspond in scope to claim 7 and also are not disclosed by Harper for at least the foregoing 
reasons. Therefore, removal of the rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) is respectfully requested. 

DEPENDENT CLAIMS 

The claims not discussed thus far are dependent claims, each of which depends (directly 
or indirectly) on one of the independent claims discussed above. Each of the dependent claims is 
therefore allowable for the reasons given above for the claim on which it depends. In addition, 
each of the dependent claims introduces one or more additional limitations that independently 
render it patentable. However, due to the fundamental differences already identified, to expedite 
the positive resolution of this case, a separate discussion of those limitations is not included at 
this time. The Applicant reserves the right to further point out the differences between the cited 
art and the novel features recited in the dependent claims. 
IE. CONCLUSIONS & MISCELLANEOUS 

For the reasons set forth above, all of the pending claims are now in condition for 
allowance. The Examiner is respectfully requested to contact the undersigned by telephone 
relating to any issue that would advance examination of the present application. 

A petition for extension of time, to the extent necessary to make this reply timely filed, is 
hereby made. If applicable, a check for the petition for extension of time fee and other applicable 
fees is enclosed herewith. If any applicable fee is missing or insufficient, throughout the 
pendency of this application, the Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge any applicable 
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fees and to credit any overpayments to our Deposit Account No. 50-1302. 

Respectfully submitted, 

HICKMAN PALERMO TRUONG & BECKER LLP 



Dated: December 6, 2007 /ChristopherJPalermo#42056/ 

Christopher J. Palermo 
Reg. No. 42,056 

2055 Gateway Place Suite 550 
San Jose, California 95110-1093 
Telephone No.: (408) 414-1080 
Facsimile No.: (408) 414-1076 
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